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PREFACE
This thesis is an investigation of some of the possible
contributions the human resources within a community can make
towards the solution of planning problems of the area. Fur-
ther work on this aspect of planning has been generally re-
cognized to be a genuine need as serious deficiencies remain
in our knowledge as to whether such resources exist, what
characteristics they possess, and how to utilize them if they
are uncovered.
The main section consists of a public opinion survey,
envisaged as one of the initial tools to be used for the
isolation of certain attitudes towards planning and housing,
and towards various environmental elements which fall within
the scope of city planning.
The existence and relative intensity, or even the
non-existence of these attitudes are taken as tentative
points of departure in the formulation of the planning poli-
cies recommended by an agency, as well as in providing
valuable insights into the type, extent, and direction of
public relation and educational efforts related to the
implementation of these policies.
A survey of this type, which makes an effort to take
into consideration the desires and intentions of the parti-
cular group affected by planning programs, is regarded as a
1
2necessary, though much neglected, adjunct to planning
research activity; especially to the small-area planning
accompanying urban .redevelopment and rehabilitation
programs.
Systematic investigations into the determinants of
human behavior have been greatly ignored in most planning
literature. Beside the material which can be specified as
"technical" and which in the main concerns itself with appro-
aches, there are the speculative writings. These latter have
come from the general social sciences as theoretical and
methodological schema. And it is here that we find the
problem variously enunciated.
As far back as the first decade of this century, Wallas,
in his Great Society, was tackling the urban planning question
of English city life and concentrating his attention upon the
"social psychology" of the times. With his Fabian background,
it appeared quite feasible to him that the successes of that
society in municipal reformation and labor politics could be
extended along the same revolutionary lines to a general trans-
formation of society. Such a generalized cultural achievement,
he felt, could be realized by applying the scientific method,
conceived in a broad way, to the hypothesis of "organized
happiness." Aristotle's "mean" was to be used as a baseline
from which to begin human planning.
It may be regretted that perhaps as he, himself, suspected
3,
his ideas contained too much of that British "insularity"
for effective adaptation to urban problems as such; but there
is much in Wallas which points the way to the later insights
that have helped systematize the' problem of the human element
t
in planning:
The science of City-Planning is ther.efore rapidly
developing into the Master-science of the material
conditions of modern life. But when one looks, for
instance, at the beautiful drawings which have been
prepared for a new Chicago, one feels that they are
suited to giants, and not men, or at, least only to
the gigantic qualities of mankind. It is a good
thing that every citizen's heart should be Occasion-
ally stirred by seeing the tower of a tall municipal
office against the skyline, or by standing beneath
the enormous dome of a museum. But ten parks, which
the inhabitants of ten quarters can reach in twenty
minutes' walk, are better than one park ten times
as large which few can reach without losing a day's
work; and if a working-mants wife is to buy the -
family supplies in comfort shopping streets must be
neither t o distant for her feet nor too broad for
her eyes.
Wallas understood the necessity of getting to know the
aspirational side of the populace to be "planned for*" The
behavior of the urban dweller is still a generally unpre-
dictable element, and is far too complex to admit of the
shallow treatment it has received in most planning studies.
The laboratory technique of consistent positivism has per-
petuated a method of studying human subjects from the outside
as if they were white mice or guinea pigs, and has resulted
in planning techniques top-heavily concerned with statisti-
cal formulations gleaned from secondary sources--so many
houses at a certain cost and of certain advanced design, so
4much recreation space, etc. Statistics carefully drawn up
on the basis of "city needs" are arranged with an eye upon
the shortest route through the legislative finance committee.
Such an approach to the problems of urban planning has
often resulted in programs which are weakest in an area
which is basic to all further steps--the definition of
3planning objectives. This lack of direction and purpose,
to a large extent, may account for the apathetic response
to many planning proposals, and for many of the subsequent
difficulties of implementation. It is suspected that this
vagueness is intimately related to a lack of knowiedge con-
cerning the immediate needs and desires of the community
being studied. The American Institute of Planners has
defined the problem in this manner:
(a better .understanding is needed of) ...the means
by which public or community and private or indi-
vidual interests in the. urban environment may be
ascertained, the appropriate community policies
established, and such polipies implemented through
public and private action.4
A general approach is indicated by Chapin when he argues
for a closer collaboration between planner and citizen, with
the starting point being the citizen's horizons of interest,
for the purpose of identifying the ways and means of securing
the kind of community development he wants and needs. 5 The
time has passed when planners could afford to restrict the
formulation of aims and policies to an "elite," and deny the
individual citizen the right to share in the knowledge and
5responsibility of reshaping his society. 6
But it is here that another problem arises--how to
effect this union in such a manner that a maximum degree of
participation may be achieved. The extent of the alienation
of the individual from the close locality ties, and the
accompanying diminution of the feelings of community respons-
ibility have been well discussed in the literature, particu-
larly in the utopian writings of those who dream of reverting'
to the idyllic forms of community organization and social
life. The writer of this paper,. however, does not share this.
illusion, and feels that the reintegration of society must
follow in accordance with developments in the other areas of
human endeavor. The town-crier has been replaced by radio
and television; the Saturday night barndance and community
sing by the movie and the week-end trip; the town meeting
where any man could, supposedly, make his voice heard, is
gradually passing, and the public opinion poll or attitude
survey is trying to fulfill some of its functions.
The primary purpose of this new instrument is to
re-establish disrupted lines of communication between those
who have to make decisions, and those for whom the decisions
are made. Communication is the life-blood of social cohe-
sion; without it society would not exist. It is of interest
to note that much of the support of public opinion research
has come from the fields of advertising and marketing--sources
6mainly interested in the detection, creation, and molding
of wants and desires; and such efforts have proven effective.
The main objective of these business groups is to
ultimately exercise leadership from the "top down," but in
order to accomplish this, they recognize the importance of
preliminary research to provide knowledge of the receptivi-
ty of the public mind, and to indicate the common denomina-
tors between the researcher and the audience.7
It is also the planner's responsibility to lead; but
the very nature of his task under our form of governmental
organization determines how this leadership must be exer-
cised if it is to be effective. The fact that the planner
must take many diverse and often competing elements and
direct them into an integrated whole for the general bene-
fit of the entire community within a democratic framework
makes his job of a different order from that of the marketing
researcher. However, the solution will not be found at the
other extreme, as the comprehensive approach of planning
makes it improbable that planning should, or could, be an
activity that stems from the "bottom up;" and therefore
integration must be sought at another level.
The fact that the survey and similar devices have
demonstrated their usefulness in establishing effective
two-way communication indicates their value in the stimula-
tion of the interest and participation we desire. This
78
approach has been utilized with success by some investigators,
who have pointed out the insights it can furnish. It was for
the purpose of investigating further the possibilities of
one such t echnique that the present study was undertaken.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE ARFA
This study was conducted in the central section of
Cambridge, Massachusetts, in a territory adjoining Central
Square. Census Tract 15, which constitutes the major por-
tion of the area designated by the Cambridge Planning Board
as "Planning District No. 7," was selected as the basic sam-
pling unit. The following maps show 1) the relationship of
the survey area to the rest of Cambridge, and 2) the location
of the dwellings wherein the interviews were obtained. The
details of methodology will be found rn. geaia5 ?21eo
The entire planning district has been marked as a
redevelopment study area. Housing is composed of a mixture
of single-family, two-family, and multi-family frame struc-
tures, with more of the blocks revealing a median age of
structure of more than 50 years. At the time of this survey,
property acquisition for the construction of a low-rent
public housing development was in progress.
In general, the people are a low-income, working class
group. The population .is heterogeneous as to color, national
origin, religion,. and other characteristics, with these
groups somewhat interspersed, except for a definite tendency
towards clustering along racial lines around two nuclei--St.
Paul's Church, and the Cambridge Community Center.
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COMPENDIUM
The 100 interviews which furnished the materials for
this survey are analyzed in -detail in the ensuing section.
The major findings may be concisely stated as follows:
Attitudes Towards Environment
A large majority of the residents planned to remain in
the area, but higher income was a factor which weakened this
intention. A much smaller percentage, less than half,
actually desired to stay if given a choice; and the reasons
given for this could be roughly classed as a set involving
sentiment and habit.
Over half of the respondents wanted to move from this
section, but many of this group wanted to remain in Cambridge.
Better environment, cleanliness, and better housing were the
main things sought in a change of residence.
It was felt almost unanimously that the area needed
fixing up, with the repair of existing housing, streets, and
sidewalks, and the provision of new housing as the most often
noted needs. Street cleaning, garbage collection, better
street lighting, and the provision of recreation space were
also considered problems, but not to the same extent as the
preceeding group. Industries and businesses in the area did
not seem to bother the residents unless they happened to be
in the immediate vicinity of one of these concerns.
-1l
Attitudes Towards Housing
Over half of the respondents expressed satisfaction
with their homes; however, this varie'd between tenure and
income groups as owner 'satisfaction and renter dissatisfac-
tion increased with increasing income. Poor condition of
the housing, insufficient dwelling space, and lack of
parking and garage space were the main reasons for dissatis-
faction.
Of the dissatisfied group, a majority (mostly renters)
preferred to have new housing rather than having. their
present housing repaired. Also, a large percentage of this
segmnt, excepting those in the higher income bracket,
indicated that they would like to have their new housing
located in the same area.
Owners tended to give lack of money, and renters land-
lord refusal. as reasons why the needed repairs to their
units had not been made. Almost all of the respondents were
unwilling or unable to make any additional expenditure for
housing.
The single family house was desired by almost half of
the residents; the two family unit was next and the apart-
ment and row house least desired. Even under optimum ten-
ancy conditions, over half of the respondents preferred
ownership to renting, although renters were much more prone
to accept continued tenancy than owners. Security and
13
personal satisfaction were the main ownership preference
reasons, and the removal of responsibility of maintenance
and upkeep were the predominant reasons for tenancy prefer-
ences.
Organizations and Leadership
As expected, membership in formally organized voluntary
associations was extremely low, and church affiliations much
higher. The entire list of institutional and associational
attachments revealed a high degree of diversity and consider-
able spatial dispersion. From the information gathered,
indigenous leadership in community affairs was relatively
weak and ineffective.
Attitudes Towards Public Agencies
More than half of the respondents felt that the public
housing program was doing a good job; little better than a
quarter did not know, and less than a fifth felt it was not
doing a good job, or else disapproved of the program. Appro-
val of public housing varied negatively with income, and dis-
approval positively. Also, awareness of the program appeared
to increase as income increased.
Less than twenty percent felt that the Planning Board
was doing a good job, and almost half of the respondents had
not heard of the Board. Approximately a third of the group,
although they had heard of the Board, did not know, or else
had no opinion. Ownership and higher incomes appear to be
related to knowledge of planning.
The people in this area reacted strongly against the
integrated, relatively higher density public housing devel-
opments being erected in central Cambridge, and in favor of
a more dispersed type of design. This feeling was most
potent among those in the lower income groups.
Although the residents expressed definite concern over
the conditions which prevail in their area, they generally
felt that it was the responsibility of the municipality to
initiate any remedial action. A very small percentage
expressed a willingness to leave such action to property
owners, and only a slightly higher proportion regarded a
betterment program as a joint responsibility of all the
residents. Renters were more inclined to look to the city
for action than were owners.
METHOD OF SAPLE SELECTION
The primary sampling unit for this survey was given, as
the area to be studied was defined as Census Tract 15 in
Cambridge. It was decided to utilize the technique of ran-
dom sampling, but as previous studies of the area had indi-
cated certain groupings within various sub-sections, further
modifications were deemed necessary. In addition, racial,
religious, and nationality elements, although seemingly in
general conformance with these larger groupings, were often
dispersed in varying degrees within certain blocks.
The original intent was to take a linear sample,
selecting every nth dwelling unit along a continuous line
drawn through both sides of each street; however, the possi-
bility indicated above that certain blocks might exhibit
relative clusterings of homogeneous characteristics neces-
sitated a different approach. It was therefore decided to
use the blocks as secondary units, and draw proportionate
samples from these.
The limitations imposed through time and resources
dictated 100 as an optimum number of interviews. From the
1950 Census of Housings figures were obtained giving the
number of dwelling units within each block. The 100 inter-
views were distributed proportionately according to popula-
tion among the total number of blocks in the area. When
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this was completed, the dwelling units in each block were
numbered starting from a point picked at random; an aid to,
this was a map previously prepared showing the number of
dwellings in each structure, which was -used as an overlay
with another indicating structures and addresses. A table
of random numbers was then employed to select the particular
dwellings for the interviews.
The procedure described above was designed to insure
that every precaution would be taken to obtain responses
from a representative sample of the households within the
area, and, in addition, give an adequate cross-section of
the populace in terms of certain variable and non-variable
characteristics such as income, tenure, place of birth,
occupation, family size, etc. Because the sample was drawn
from a single census tract, and therefore certain parameter
values could be assumed known with a reasonable degree of
accuracy as of the census date, two characteristics are
singled out and used here to roughly test the representative-
ness of the sample.
The first of these, tenure, is presented in the follow-
ing table:
Tenure Characteristics: 1950 Census and 1952 Sample
1950 1952
Tenure Census* Sample
No. No. %
Total 988 100 100 100
Owners 212 21 28 28
Renters 776 79 72 72
*Source: U. S. Census, Characteristics of Housing
For-Census Tracts by Blocks: 1950
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The Chi-square test was applied to these figures as a
test of the representativeness of the sample, under the
hypothesis that the Census values were truly representative
of the population. A Chi-square of 1.35 was obtained, which
yielded a probability value of approximately .24.. This
indicates that, assuming the Census to be truly representa-
tive of the population with respect to this characteristic,
a deviation of the size found in this random sample is to
be expected approximately 214. times in 100. It is therefore
not significant and is due to the operation of chance
factors alone.
There were many possible sources of error, but evi-
dently they have acted to compensate for each other to a
large extent. Among these were 1) errors arising owing
to substitutions in the original sample (about 10% of the
dwellings originally selected had to be replaced ), 2) dif-
ferences between the two sets of figures resulting from the
time gap as well as changed economic conditions (possible
shifts from renter to owner status since 1950 due to prepar-
edness prosperity and the pressure of the housing shortage),
3) possible errors in the Census enumerations.
The second measure, average monthly rental, was also
used as a test because the term as defined in the survey
was similar to that used in the Census, which referred to
contract monthly rental. In the 1950 Census,3 the average
18
monthly rental in Tract 15 was $24.85, and from the 1952
sample it was computed to be $30.20. A "T" test for signi-
ficance was applied, using a T criterion of 2.5 as a maximum
value. The figures revealed, however, a T ratio of 5.0, thus
indicating a significant difference between the sample values
and Census figures.
The difference this test revealed are not considered
a substantial negation of the positive results obtained in
the previous test for the following reasons: First, since
the time of the Census enumeration, a 20% rent increase has
been authorized by Congress. If each landlord had taken full
advantage of the maximum increase, the present average rental
based on the 1950 figure would be approximately $29.82, a
figure within the confidence limits of a T ratio of 2.5
applied to the 1952 results. An increase of this size due
to the operation of this factor alone is improbable, as the
average increase in the New England area was only 8%, and
about 6% nationally;h however, the possibility remains that
rent increases and conversions (which are de-controlled)
consume a significant portion of this discrepancy.
Related to the last item, one householder was encount-
ered whose dwelling was not covered by controls and who had
recently moved into the area. She was paying one of the
three highest rentals recorded. The extent of such cases
is not known, but it is assumed that others exist.
19
Informtion on conversions, rentals of units previously
owned, and other factors was not available; but it is assumed
that all of these would tend to distort the 1950 figures in
the direction of the survey results, as the pressure on
rentals if firmly upwards.
The sample results are therefore taken, on the basis
of the above comparisons, to be reasonably representative
and precise with respect to these particular characteristics
at the time of the survey. Using these as criteria, this
relative precision is assumed to hold for the survey as an
entirety.
NOTES
1. U. S. Census, "Characteristics of Housing for Census
Tracts by Blocks: 1950." Cambridge Planning
Board.
2. A systematic procedure was followed- each substitu-
tion was handled by taking the dwelling unit
immediately following, and then, if necessary,
the one preceeding. In all of the cases
encountered no further substitutions were
necessary.
3- 1950 Census, Ibid.
... U. S. Economic Stabilization Agency, Office of Rent
Stabilization. Boston Region, 3).1 Milk Street.
Telephone conversation.
I.
TEOHNIQUE
The method used in this survey was the structured
personal interview, using a standardized schedule which
was pre-tested in an adjoining area prior to use in the
sample. No attempt was made, due to obvious limitation of
time and resources, to develop a method of scaling the
attitudes obtained, or to take advantage of the benefits of
the "open-end" technique, although if a respondent contri-
buted items of information which seemed of interest, they
were noted, and incorporated in the interprelation embodied
in the findings. The exception to this is the few places
in the schedule when the respondent was asked. why certain
attitudes were held; a modification deemed desirable in
spite of the additional time consumed in noting and organ-
izing the data gathered.
Although many interesting relationships might have
been uncovered if some of the other variables had been used,
income and tenure were mainly employed in the cross-tabula-
tion of the answers gathered.
The first was inserted in recognition of the over-
whelming importance of income in the determination of social
status and attitudes, and also because, in planning, we are
often concerned with what the economists term "effective
demand." It is not enough to know attitudes and desires;
20
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we must also be able to determine to a great extent how
probable it is that their holders will be able to satisfy
them, thus providing a further insight into the extent and
limitations of planning proposals. With respect to the
second variable, it was known that owners would not respond
in the same manner as renters to many of the questions in
the survey.
SURVEY RESULTS
A group of questions was designed to elicit responses
which could be interpreted as reflecting attitudes towards
the area as a whole. In the interviews, care was taken to
insure that the respondent had a clear idea of the meaning
of the term "this section" so as to preclude opinions based
only on their appraisal of their immediate environment.
The necessity .for this distinction became apparent in the
pre-testing of the schedules, as many persons tended to
respond merely in terms of their street, or of their
particular block of houses.
This tendency, although not investigated in this sur-
vey, seems to reinforce other studies which have indicated
that the urban neighborhood is extremely limited geograph-
ically in many sections of cities. Such findings appear to
substantiate the opinions of mny planners who hold that the
neighborhood concept should be restricted to the provision
of physical facilities, and not considered as a means of
influencing social integration in any sense. Other sec-
tions of this study which suggest clues as to the social
organization of the area further support this.
The first question of the group was, "Do you intend to
continue living in this section of Cambridge?" (See -Table
l7, Appendix "A"). A summary of the answers appear below:
22 '
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Table 1
Percentage of Residents Intending to Remain in Area: By Tenure
Total Owners Renters
Intending to remain 76 89 71
in area (%)
The intention to stay in thus shown as fairly strong,
with a larger percentage of owners intending to remain than
renters. Analysis of the income break-down in Table '17
revealed that, among owners, the intention to s tay was
highest in the $2000-4.000 group (100%), with the *4.000 and
over group next (75%) . Among renters, the greatest inten-
tion to remain was in the group under $2000 (81%), with this
intention decreasing with rising income to 50% in the $4000
and over group.
This greater tendency toward residential mobility
among renters than among owners, and the increase in the
tendency with income are to be expected, since they conform
to known characteristics of urban dwellers in general, and
also to the valuation it was expected the residents would
make of this area. The figures do, however, indicate a
greater intention to remain in the same area than has been
2found to be' a norm for cities generally, thus tending to
-corroborate existing knowledge that a complex of factors
operate to determine the desirability or undesirability of
any particular area, many of which may be more or less
24
unrelated directly to the physical condition of the housing
and other facilities.
A clue to some of these other factors is found in the
responses to the second of the series, "If you had your
choice of living anywhere in or around Cambridge, where.
would you like to live?" Out of the 100 respondents, 43%
replied "here," or "in this section." The answers to the
succeeding. query, n"hy?" are summarized as follows:
Table 2
Tabulation of Reasons for Choosing to Remain in Area
Reason TimesGiven
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 *
Born here, grew up here, or lived
. here most of life ......... 17
Like this section . . . . . ... . . . 9
Convenient . ..... .. ... . 7
Friends here, like neighbors . . . . . 3
Quiet . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2
Business here ............ 1
Own property ............. 1
Not given . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
* This total does not agree with the number previously given
-s a few respondants gave more than one reason.
As every attempt was made in obtaining replies to this
question to encourage the respondent to ignore limitations
to mobility such as income, ethnic restrictions, and other
factors, in order to get at "wishes,." it seems apparent that
almost half of the residents did not wish to move from the
area.
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The other replies to Question 19, which are listed in
detail in Appendix "B,"l along with the reasons for the choice
of location are summarized in the following tables:
Table 3
Tabulation of Community Choices in Order of Preference
Community Timen
Total -..-----.--... 56
North, Cambridge .. . ....... 15
Cambridge (other sections excluding
No. Cambridge) . . . . . . . . . . . 12
Belmont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
Watertown . . . . . . 4
Arlington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Lexington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Waltham . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Concord............... 1
Quincy................ 1
Suburbs (no specific locale) . . . . . t
Table 4
Maj.or Reasons for Choice of' Other Than Present Community
Reason - TimesReasonGiven
Total. - - - . - . - - - - - - - 58*
Better environment ......... 16
Cleaner . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 13
Better housing... ... ...... 10
Better for children .. ...... 8
Lack of congestion. ......... 6
Quieter 4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5
* This total does not agree with the total in Table 3 as
a few respondents gave more than one reason.
Almost half of the respondents (48/) wanting to get out
desired to remain within the city limits of Cambridge,
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although they wanted to leave the section in which they were
residing. The reasons given for locality choices inside
Cambridge were generally similar to those given when sections
outside Cambridge were selected. Again, analysis of the most
frequently mentioned reason above reveals that it can be con-
sidered as involving social as well as physical values; how-
ever, the second and third ranking reasons, as well as the
last two, can be classified as ones which are presumably
within the sphere of municipal control. An appreciation of
the relative weights in the minds of the inhabitants of
these factors provides an insight into some of the most
intensely felt shortcomings of urban areas, and in addition,
suggests the necessary preventatives and controls which must
be exercised in increasing the desirability of urban
communities.
The next question was an introduction to a detailed
list of wanted improvements. It asked, "Do you feel that
this section of Cambridge needs fixing up?" (Table 18,
Appendix "A")). Ninety-six percent of the respondents replies
"Yes" to this query, most of them in a decidedly affirmative
tone.
The list of improvements was preceeded by, "What do
you think should be done?" This was presented in such a
manner as to get first their spontaneous responses or the
various items they were immediately conscious of as
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constituting problems; these were checked in the "unsolici-
ted" column. Later, when their list appeared exhausted, the
items in Table 19 were read and checked in the "solicited"
column if the respondent felt the area was in need of such
treatment.
The highest possible number of checks, unsolicited and
solicited for each item was equal to the number of respond-
ents (96), and the percentages derived in Table 19 were
computed .on this basis. It was felt, however, that the
relative importance of the unsolicited replies necessitated
weighting them to emphasize their spontaneous character;
and an "index of intensity of feeling" was worked out. Soli~
cited replies were assigned a value of 1, and remain as true
percentages, but unsolicited answers were multiplied by two,
and divided by the total number of respondents in order to
obtain the index. The results are summarized in the fola
lowing tablet
Table 5
Index of Intensity of Feeling Towards Area Weighted and
Expressed As Percentages
Item Total Unsolicited Solicited
Old housing repaired 124 75
New housing 119 75
Sidewalks repaired 105 42
Streets repaired 1 48
Recreation space 10
Street cleaning 21 27
Garbage Collection 19 25
Street lights 13 31
Removal of Industry 8 6
School-old repaired 11 2 9
School-new needed 6 - 6
Traffic 6 6
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Repair and painting of old housing, new housing, side-
walk repair and street repair are thus'seen as the most
pressing needs of the community in the eyes of the residents.
Intensity of concern diminishes considerably before the next
items appear--recreation space, street cleaning, garbage
collection, and street lighting.
The figures in the income break-down in Table 19 are
too small to warrant percentage computations, but analysis
reveals an interesting fact. As a general rule, solicited
replies exceeded the unsolicited; but with a f'ew exceptions,
the housing questions were the only ones which violated
this.
It is interesting to note since planners are generally
concerned with the removal of industry and business from
areas which are primarily residential, that this was con-
sidered a problem only by residents who were immediately
adjacent to such concerns. These were primarily trucking
and laundry establishments; and it should be stressed that
their nuisance value to those affected was very high.
Attitudes Towards Housing
The series of questions asked for the purpose of obtain-
ing an evaluation of housing conditions revealed some per-
tinent information. Over half (51%) of the respondents
expressed satisfaction with their homes and immediate envi-
rons (Table 20, Appendix "A"), as compared with the 96% in
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Table 18 who indicated that the area needed fixing up, and
the general intense concern with housing revealed in the
preceeding section. On the surface this might appear to
be a contradiction, but what really is involved in the
previous data, in many cases, is concern with the appear-
ance of. other houses in the area and a relative amount of
satisfaction with that of the respondent. This was gener-
ally true except where the dwellings were in an obvious
state of serious disrepair.
This relative satisfaction varied, however, when the
replies were analyzed in terms of tenure and income groups.
Owners were much more satisfied than renters (75% as opposed
to 12%), and this satisfaction appeared to increase among
owners as income rose, reaching a ratio of 7 to 1 in the
4000 and over group. Of the renters, on the other hand,
none of the income groups voiced a majority of satisfied
responses; in fact, the two upper income groups showed
definite dissatisfaction which increased with income until
those in the $4000 and over bracket were dissatisfied 2 to 1.
In Table 21, (Appendix "A"), the specific items con-
tributing to dissatisfaction are listed, and the distribu-
tion of responses shown by tenure and income. An index
of intensity of feeling was worked out by a method similar
to that used on page 27 and is presented in the following
table:
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Table 6
Index of Intensity of Feeling Towards Condition
Expressed as. Percentages
of Housing
Item
Poor condition
Inadequate service
Too small
No garage space
No parking space
No yard space
Rent too high
No light and air
Too large
Too far from work
Total
120
92
57
5
35
12
6
6
Unsolicited
110
71
145
20
20
16
34
14.
1j.
Solicited
10
21
12
35
29
27
2
8
2
2
Poor condition of the housing and inadequate services
by landlords are thus seen as the predominant causes of
dissatisfaction in this area. The next item, too small,
is a result of overcrowding within the dwelling units, and
the next three reflect the overcrowding of the land which
prevails in the area. The fact that complaints about rents
were relatively low is a function of rent controls plus the
general condition of the housing. The last item, too far
from work, was expected to be low due to the convenient
location of the section.
The following table, showing percentages of the
replies by income among the renters only, uncovers some
interesting relationships which are not immediately apparent
in the larger table.
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Table 7
Percentage Distribution of Replies to Specified Housing
Items by Income: Renters Only
Income
It em Under 2000- 4000
1999 3999 and over
Poor condition 143% 50% 25%
Inadequate service 48, 28. 33.
Too small 33 . 22 17
No yard space 19 16 25
No parking space 10 22 1.2
No garage space 5 38 42
From the above, it is seen that the responses per-
taining to automobiles increase wi th income, which is to
be expected. Analysis of the figures related to housing
items shows some unexpected variations, however. The
middle income group appears to be the one most intensely
concerned with the poor condition of their housing, a com-
plaint which appears to bother the higher income group much'
less. The fact that the lower income group also seems much
less concerned with the condition of the housing than the
middle group is difficult to interpret, but, in the absence
of more detailed study and on the basis of observation,
their attitude- can be assumed as concern, but a concern
tempered by income limitations and an adjustment to condi-
tions which have persisted over time. In contrast to their
position, which would be considered sub-marginal today, the
middle-income group could be called marginal; and therefore
prone to be sensitive to their housing conditions and this
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change might be a function of increasing ability to do
something about their situation. The upper income group,
on the other hand, complains much less; they have, in many
cases, repaired and painted the insides of their homes to
the point where these are adequate, or else they are
residing in one of the better apartments in the area.
A further measure of housing dissatisfaction as well
as of the desire for new housing was gathered from the
responses to the question, "Do you want new housing or
would this house be satisfactory if the things wrong with
it were fixed up?" A tenure and income break-down of the
replies appears in Table 22, (Appendix "A"), but the results
are summarized below:'
Table 8
Percent Desiring New Nousing, or Old Housing Repaired by
Tenure
Total Owners Renters
Total 100 100 100
New 66 33 2
Old 34 67
Among the renters we find that 72% desired new housing,
and only 28% desired to have their old housing repaired.
It is interesting to note that the lowest and the highest
income groups exhibit the greatest desire for new housing
(80 and 78 percent respectively), although the reasons under-
lying the similarity apparently spring from entirely
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different sources. During the course of the interviews it
was noticeable that the lower income group was generally
much more favorably disposed toward public housing, and
their answers reflect their hopes and aspirations of obtain-
ing such quarters. On the other hand, the figures for the.
higher income group may be assumed to reflect mainly the
general housing shortage, as members of this group are much
more able to pay an "economic rent," although still not
willing or able to compete in the existing market for new
housing. The information given in Table 30 tends to
substantiate this.
For comparison, the replies to this question were
cross tabulated' with the answers to the question which
determined satisfaction with existing housing presented
above. Here are the results:
Table 9
Housing Desires:
By Tenure and Satisfaction With Present Housing
Tenure and Total New Old No.Resp.
Satisfaction No. % No. % No. % No. %
Owners--satisfied 21 100 -- - 2 10 19 90
-- dissatisfied 7 100 2 29 5 71 -- --
Rdnters-satisf'ied 0 100 8 27 1 3 21 70
-- dissatisfied .100 29 69 12 29 1 2
As shown above, 90% of the satisfied owners did not
respond, and 70% of the satisfied renters. However, 100%
of the dispatisfied owners, and 98% of the dissatisfied
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renters answered. The responses distributed in Table 22
thus include mainly answers from dissatisfied residents.
The above table also reveals that none of the satisfied
owners wanted new housing, but 27% of the satisfied renters
did. This 27% is of additional interest when it is noted
that only 3% of this group wanted their old housing repaired,
thus suggesting that the dissatisfaction was greater than
was expressed among this group.
"Would you want your new home located in this area if
that could be done?" was asked of all respondents who had
indicated a desire for new housing in the preceeding query.
Forty-two, or 71% supplied answers. Of these, 62% wanted
their new home located in the same area. Again, the owner
responses were too small to be of any value; but the renter
total of 38, with 61% for the same area was predominant.
Further information of interest in this table is the fact
that in the renter category, although 75 and 78 percent
respectively of the lower two income groups desired to
remain, in the $I.000 and over group 71% did not want their
new housing in this area. (Table 23, Appendix "lA")
Interpretation of this last finding must be tempered
by the probability that the respondents were framing their
replies in the light of the new'housing being located in
the area as it now exists; if, perhaps, an attempt had been
made in the interviewing process to explain that if such a
thing were done the entire area might be new, then the
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mental images called forth might have been different. This
was deliberately avoided, as it was discovered in the pre-
test that such phraseology tended to suggest public housing
and thus introduce a bias which distorted the purpose of
the question. Nevertheless, the divergence of the upper
income group noted above tends to be in conformance with
our knowledge of the interrelationship of income and
mobility.
Of the 20 respondents in Table 22 who preferred to have
their old housing repaired, all responded to Question 27:.
"Could you give any reason why the needed repairs haven't
been made?" Thirteen of the l. renters gave landlord refu-
sal as the reason; the remaining one gave the size of the
unit as the sole criticism. Four of the 6 owners replied
"lack of money" (these were in the income groups under .000);
the other two stated that the lack of sufficient interior
and exterior space were the only complaints. Comparison of
these answers with the satisfaction responses of the same
persons showed that all but two of the 114 tenants had pre-
viously indicated dissatisfaction with their housing, but
only half of the six owners were dissatisfied.
A hypothesis formulated in the discussion of rehabili-
tation was that the state of repair of the housing in the
area was due primarily to an unwillingness or inability on
the part of the residents to make the necessary expenditures.
Question 30 was inserted in an effort to -gain an insight
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into attitudes towards increased expenditures. In Tables
24 and 25, the replies are distributed for owners by income,
and renters by monthly rental.
Nineteen of the 28 owners responded to this item, and
90% of these were unwilling or unable to make any additional
expenditures in their homes. In fact, the percentage fig-
ure is misleading, as only one owner, in the $2000-3999
group, was willing to spend. However, it must be pointed
out that no attempt was made to quantify impressions of
repair or remodeling, and in the course of the survey a
larger number than was anticipated of the dwellings entered
showed evidence of fairly good maintenance, and a few of
the owned units were undergoing or had recently undergone
extensive remodeling. The question, therefore, did not
elicit reliable information concerning past or present
expenditures which might prohibit contemplation of addi-
tional outlays anytime in the near future, as well as those
which obviated further repairs by bringing the homes up 'to
standards deemed desirable by the inhabitants.
A different pattern emerges if we examine the renter
data. With 63 of the 72 renters answering, 54, or 86% were
unable or unwilling to pay any additional rent. However,
when the replies were correlated with monthly rental, the
lowest rental bracket (under $19)*, and the two highest ($40-
4..9, and $50 and over), are 100% unwilling or unable to pay
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more. The brackets $20-29, and $30-39 exhibited the only
tendency towards additional outlays for rent.
These replies numbered nine in all, and were distri-
buted as follows: 8 were willing to pay $5 more; 1 in the
under 1OO group, 1 in the $4000 and over group, and 6 in
the $2600-3999 group. This latter bracket also contained
the single person willing to pay an increase of $15.
Reference to Table 30 shows that the bulk of the
respondents making $ooo and over pay less than $40 a month
rent, and it might be expected that these would be the ones
more willing to pay additional- rent for improvements in
their housing. This is not the case, and further study of
the expenditure patterns of such respondents, as well as
of the present condition of their housing could presumably
shed some light on this phenomenon.
Numerous other studies have been made of housing type
preferences and it was considered desirable to insert a
similar question in this study for the purpose of compari-
son. The query, "What type of house do you prefer?" was
also asked in a manner which was hoped would penetrate
beyond practical considerations of finance and other. imme-
diate limitations, and additional elaboration along this
line was offered the respondent when it was felt necessary
by the interviewer.
The single-family house was, as expected, the most
popular choice (49%), with the two family unit next (37%).
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Only 10% desired apartments, and just one person preferred
a row house. Among owners, the popularity of the single-
family house appeared to decrease, and that of the two
family to increase with increasing income. (Table 26,
Appendix "A")
The appeal of the two family house for urban residents
in the lower income brackets is one which cannot be ignored.
A typical response of many who preferred this type of struc-
ture was based upon the additional revenue derived from the
rental unit which would help defray the high fixed costs of
acquisition, and provide income once the debt was amortized.
A suitably designed and reasonable two family unit would go
far towards satisfying the ownership drives that exist
among so many members of the population; these could be
erected in place of many of the high risk single family
units now being built which will mean years of sacrifice
and strain to myriads of moderate income families, with
ultimate loss as the end result for many. This will require,
however, further study before definite conclusions can be
drawn.
Another aspect of this same problem is the attitudes
of the populace concerning tenure preferences. A question
similar to one used in other surveys4 was phrased: "If you
could occupy a home you liked as a renter on a long-term
lease (10 to 20 years or longer'), at a reasonable rent,
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would you- prefer that to owning?" The replies, correlated
with present tenure, are listed below
Table 10
Tenure Preference Attitudes: By Present Tenure
Q. 31Tn
If you could occupy a home Tenure
you liked as a renter on a Total Owners Renters
long-term lease,...would
you prefer that to owning? No. No. RO No.
Total 100 100 28 100 72 100
Yes 38 7 25 31 43
No 59 23. 75 38 5
Don't know 3 -- 3-- 3
In spite of the ideal circumstances portrayed, 59% of
the sample preferred to own (75% of the owners, and 53% of
the renters). The motives behind these choices are just
as important as the responses themselves, therefore it was
decided to ask each respondent why he felt the way he did.
The answers gathered are briefly presented in Appendix "C,"
arranged according to income groups with the age of the
respondent indicated; this was done because, in the process
of the interviews, it was noticed that age and its effect
of limiting the time for amortization seemed to influence
the thinking of many of the older respondents in the renter
group.
In the following four tables, an attempt has been made
to classify the answers according to motivation for each
of the various groups and responses.
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Table 11
Reasons Owners Prefer to Rent
Reason Times
Given
Remov.l of responsibility--
maintenance and upkeep
Desire for mobility 2
Like it better
The reasons .listed above, although too small in number
to be in any sense conclusive, establish the fact that the
removal of the responsibilities -of ownership occurs most
frequently. It is interesting to note that among a group
already owners, age is not expressedly mentioned as an
element dictating their desire for a changeto rental status,
although it may be implied in some of the "too much bother"
statements (see Appendix "C"). The desire for mobility
appeared much less than was expected in all of the answers.
In the classification of the "No" answers given below,
an attempt was made to sort them according to the actual
meaning of the expressions used by the respondents.,
nsecurity" and "personal satisfaction" were grouped, as the
answers given tended to reflect deep-seated psychological
satisfactions not necessarily related to financial consider-
ations. "Do what you want" was separated from "be indepen-
dent" as the first reflected positive drives t owards
creativeness in arranging one's home and similar drives, as
contrasted to the definitely negative attitude towards
outside restraints revealed in the latter.
Table 12
Reasons Owners Prefer to Own
Reaso TimesR o Given
Security--Personal satisfaction 7
Form of investment 7
Do what you want 7
Be independent 2
The next two tables, dealing with the responses of
renters, reveal some similarities and some differences:
Table 13
Reasons Renters Prefer to Rent
Reason TimeGiven
Removal of responsibility--
maintenance and upkeep 13
Too old to buy or own 5
Cheaper to lease 4
Can't afford to buy or own 3
Desire for mobility
With renters as with owners, removal of responsibility
was the major reason given for the desire to lease. Age
appears here as a deterring factor to ownership, occuring
more often than financial inability..
The renter "No" responses, shown below in the last
4~2
table of this group, indicate that the ownership preference
reasons parallel those of the owner group given above, with
security, investment considerations, and the ability to do
what one wants as predominant reasons. Age did not appear
in this set of answers.
Table 13.
Reasons Renters Prefer to Own
Reason TimesGiven
Security--Personal satisfaction 10
Form of investment 10
Do what you want 9
Be independent 5
Like it better 2
Lease too binding 1
Organization Affiliations
Some evidence exists in sociological literature attest-
ing t; the fact that urban working-class people do not par-
ticipate in formally organized voluntary associations.5 The
importance of such a situation in any area wherein citizen
participation in planning activity is desired is self-evident.
The preliminary information gathered in this survey, although
not analyzed in detail, tends to bear this out. If church
membership is excluded as not constituting active partici-
pa'tion, then the extent of participation in this area is
relatively negligible. Appendix "Dt" presents the tabulation
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of organizational affiliations in detail; a summary appears
below:
Table 15
Organizational Affiliations: By Type
No. of
Organizations
Churches and church clubs 35
Lodges 7
Community organizations 3
Veteran organizations 2
Political, social, and mutual
aid groups 5
The most frequently mentioned of the churches were:
St. Paul Roman Catholic Church, Blessed Sacrament Roman
datholic, St. Peters Episcopal, St. Bartholomew Episcopal,
and St. Paul A. M. E. Church. The Cambridge Community Cen-
ter was the most frequently mentioned secular organization,
with five persons indicating participation in its activities.
The majority of the other organizations and churches
were only mentioned once; but the list is of interest
because of its diversity with respect to denominations
represented, ethnic groupings, and spatial dispersion.
This reflects the heterogeneity of the area, and, in a sense,
is an argument against the planning dream of int egrating the
interests and affiliations of the residents of urban areas.
It must be recognized that this area possesses what might
be called by some the quality of "urban health," in that
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herein is found such diversity living in close proximity,
with a minimum of strife in comparison with other urban
areas. It is an admitted fact that homogeneous neighbor-
hoods are based upon either implicit or explicit restrictions
of some sort, and are thus questionable in the light of demo-
cratic planning practice. Any future plans for the area
should take this into consideration, and strive to enhance
the fluidity which now exists.
Leadership
The problem of community leadership6 is one which arises
whenever planning is regarded as an integral part of the
life of a community, and not as merely a technicai appen-
dage to a bureaucratic administrative hierarchy. The phrases
"democratic planning," and "citizen participation" are end-
lessly repeated throughout planning literature; but if
actual planning practices are examined, it is found that in
most communities said participation in the planning process
is limited to a small, unrepresentative segment of the
population.
There are many real and practical justifications for
this situation, for, when the problems are of such nature
as to call for action specific action on the part of certain
organizations or agencies, the recognized heads of depart-
ments and other influential individuals can f orm a substan-
tial and effective group for 'the purpose of aiding in the
45
formation of planning policy and in the implementation of
planning decisions.
However, the tremendous lack of knowledge and interest
in planning -vh ich pervades the general populace indicates
that much more needs to be done. The answers to the ques-
tion on "Attitudes towards public agencies" which appears
later in this report emphasizes this void. Part of the
problem may revolve around the planners having relied too
heavily upon the recognized heads of agencies and organiza-
tions, and thus not really directly touching the life of
the people. A recent study of a New York rural settlement
in community leadership suggests that, while anyone inter-
ested in community organization would not be entirely wrong
in following the usual pattern of selecting leaders on the
basis of the recommendations of the heads of formal organ-
izations, this alone appears insufficient. Informal and
formal leadership are not closely related to each other;
informal leadership occurs in a social process not signifi-
cantly conditioned by the holding of formal leadership
positions .7
It may be that closer contact with informal leaders is
the key we have been seeking. The decision was made, there-
fore, to determine as part of this preliminary survey whether
or not the residents of this section of Cambridge recognized
such informal and indigenous leaders, and if they would
divulge their identities. To accomplish this, Question 33
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was formulated: '"We are interested in finding out who are
the most active people in this area--the ones most helpful
in solving community problems, and who take the lead in
getting things done. Who are they?"
A complete listing of the persons named and their
addresses is given in Appendix "E." The potential value of
such a roster lies in its revealing of a number of persons
who were termed leaders by their friends and neighbors,
rather than by an outsider whose primary connection with
the community might only be a professional one. The actual
power and influence of each individual is as yet indetermi-
nate, but a follow-up series of interviews would provide an
insight into their potentialities, personalities, and.
interest in areaswhich touch upon community problems.
It was evident in the interviewing process that few of
the persons named possessed widespread influence at the
present time; there were only four individuals or agencies
mentioned more than once:. Edward Sullivan (or the Sullivan
brothers) , politicians; The Cambridge Community Center, a
professional agency; a Mr. Joy, and a Mrs. Thorne. An
interesting note is that, although churches were predominant
in the listing of organizational affiliations, only five
pastors or priests were considered leaders in the sense of
"1getting things done in the community." A partial explana-
tion for this lies perhaps in the fact that the spheres of
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influence of the various churches extends beyond this area
in most cases. In a broader sense, this condition is merely
a reflection of the diminishing influence of churches in
the actual operations of modern urban society.
Attitudes Towards Public Agencies
One of the issues which precipitated this survey arose
out of the relationship of a public agency to a certain seg-
ment of the public. The problem, although real and pressing,
was one which required solutions other than a simple mea-
surement of certain attitudes, the existence of which was
already known even though their intensity was uncertain.
Time did not permit, and besides, it was not the purpose
of this survey to investigate the record of the agency or
the feelings of the people regarding this issue. However,
the Authority had been accused of actions which, if true,
would warrant a certain amount of suspicion; and once a
situation of this type has been created, it is imperative
that the agency involved publicly clarify its policies and
put them into effect.
Nevertheless, it was considered valuable to gather
information on the attitudes towards two municipal agencies
as part of this survey. The existence of positive or nega-
tive attitudes towards a program, and the extent of the
ignorance of the purposes and roles of the various agencies
are important items of information to have on hand in
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formulating a program of community education or public
relations. Accordingly, two questions were inserted for
the purpose of gaining some insight into these attitudes
in this area.
The first, "Do you feel that the public housing pro-
gram is doing a good job here in Cambridge?" (Table 27),
revealed that more than half (55%) of the respondents felt
that it was; 10% said it was not, and 29% didn't know.
Only 6% did not approve of the public housing program.
This last item was carefully distinguished in the interview-
ing from the "no" responses in order to isolate evidences
of definite hostility to the concept of public housing,
rather than to the actual operations of this particular
agency.
Among the owners, the $4000 and over group voiced the
largest percentage of "no" answers, a finding which was
somewhat surprising when linked with the fact that the next
lowest income group ($2000-3000) exhibited the highest per-
centage of disapproval answers.
The low income group among the renters gave the largest
number of "yes" answers (14. or 67%) , and the percentage of
yes replies decreased as income increased. None in this
group felt the program was not good, but as income increased,
the degree of criticism also increased.
The percentage of "dontt know" replies was higher among
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the renters, with 32% of this group expressing uncertainty
or inability to criticize, as compared with 22% of the
owners. Uncertainty tended to decrease with income in the
owner category, but renters deviated from this, as the mid-
dle income bracket (|2000-3999) gave 41% dontt know replies;
however, the higher income group again appeared to be the
best inf ormed.
The expressions of disapproval of public housing are
significant in that there are so few of them. Only 2 of
the 28 owners, and 4 of the 72 renters fell into this
class.
The attitudes towards the operations of the planning
board present a different picture. The "don't know" and
"unaware of the Planning Board" answers predominate in both
tenure groups and in all income classes. Thirty-six per-
cent of the owners didnIt know whether the Board was doing
a good job, and 35% of the renters. Fifty-one percent of
all of the respondents had not heard of the Planning Board
--46% of the owners, and 53% of the renters (Table 28).
Of the total, only one person stated that the Board
was not doing a good job; the encouragement which might be
derived from this is offset, however, by the above indica-
tions of ignorance, and also by the fact that the "yes"
answers (doing a good job) total only 13%--18% of the own-
ers, and 11% of the renters. The favorable responses
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increased with income and the number of those unaware of
planning decreased. Owners appear to become acquainted
with planning activities and form definite opinions much
more so than renters. These suggested correlations are in
line with expectations for two reasons: first, planning
activity in the past has been of such nature as to affect
property holders more than renters, and second, it is well-
known that inadequate income acts to inhibit interest in
affairs other than subsistence and the satisfaction of the
necessary requirements of life.
A certain amount of controversy has raged around the
question of the "project look" in public housing design.
Although there are a multitude of factors which have com-
bined 'to determine the form these developments have assumed
--density of population in central city areas, problems of
land shortage and land cost, and many others including ad-
ministrative efficiency--the feeling persists in many
quarters that perhaps such concentration is not desirable
for many reasons, social and psychological. Also, it has
been pointed out that the "project" is suspected of being
difficult to assimilate into the rest of the community, and
tends to cast a social stigma upon its occupants.
No attempt was made to resolve this issue in this
investigation, but as the residents of this area were gen-
erally conscious of a forthcoming public housing development
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to be placed in the center of their area, their opinions as
to the most appealing design would be sought in an effort
to obtain additional insight into the problem. Question 28,
(Table 29), was inserted for this purpose: "If you found
that you were eligible for public housing, would you prefer
to live in the large groups of buildings we now have, or
would you like to have the buildings separated and placed
among other types of housing?"
The majority of the respondents had not previously
considered this aspect of public housing, although they had
certain feelings regarding design. Many of the responses,
some of which compared the present multi-family developments
to "prisons" were very colorful. The prison analogy appeared
again among the group not too concerned with the architec-
tural or planning features, in that many persons complained?;
regarding the real or rumored restrictions imposed upon
residents. Some of the most often noted were those pertain-
ing to once-a-week wash schedules, inability to have parties,
and to entertain late at night. A measure of the prevalence
of such attitudes, and their basis in the existing admin-
istrative restrictions would constitute an interesting
research project.
The replies to the question, although showing a dis-
tinct preference, must be weighed carefully. Of the 73%
who desired to have the buildings scattered, many evidently
52
had their thoughts colored by their definite bias towards
the low-density two family developments that have been\
erected in some areas. Every attempt was made to amphasize
that apartment buildings were to be scattered, not small
units, but still the revulsion against what they considered
intense concentration persisted and influenced their
attitudes.
Only 18% liked the "cilustered" development, 8% were
indifferent, and 1% didnrt know. In an examination of the
replies from the two lowest income groups, the ones possibly
eligible for public housing, we find that 814% of the $2000
and under group preferred scattered buildings, but only 68%
of the $2000-3999 bracket. Similarly, 12% of the under
$2000 grioup wanted clustered buildings, and 23% of the $2000-
3999 liked the present arrangement. The last two tendencies
noted suggest that the lower income group is more intensely
interested in public housing design,'or that their desire
to escape crowded living conditions is extremely strong.
The almost complete absence of -'don't know" answers to
this question and others pertaining t o public housing is
additional indication that housing as an activity is much
more in the consciousness of the residents than is planning.
The last item was deliberately placed; it was assumed
that the prior questions had stimulated thought on matters
of housing and planning, and a pertinent set of attitudes
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to gather was those regarding the placing of responsibility
to initiate the changes deemed desirable. Question 37,
"Who do you feel should start a movement to get these
things done?" was asked of each informant. The following
table presents the answers obtained.
Table 16
Responsibility for Initiation of Improvement Action:
By Tenure
Q. 37 Total Tenure
Earlier, you stated en Re
.... Who do you feel owners Renters
should start...? No. % No. % No. %
Total 100 100 28 100 72 100
The city 69 16 57 53 74
The property 9 5 18 4 5
.owners
All of the 16 5 18 11 16residents-
Dont tknow, no 6 2 7 4 5
response
A tenative hypothesis underlying this question was
that the residents of this area would react to such a
question in a manner expected of urban residents--in favor
of municipal action at the expense of the perogatives of
the individual owner, but--this would be a function of the
socio-economic characteristics of this particular area--
their attitudes would be even more positive in this direc-
tion than has been found to be the case.
The latter part of this hypothesis was not upheld, but
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the results were in accord with what had been previously
found. 9  Examination of the data reveals that 69% of all
the residents preferred to have the city initiate any action
contemplated; the comments accompanying the majority of
these replies indicated an underlying feeling of helpless-
ness or inability to handle the situation, rather than a
lack of concern. As has been noted, this appears as a con-
sistent element in the thinking of the people of this area
concerning their community problems.
Analyzed by tenure groups, an anticipated difference
between owner and renter responses was found, with 57% of
the owners and 74% of the renters wanting municipal action,
and by way of contrast, 18% of the owners and 5% of the
renters were for leaving any action to the property owners.
Sixteen percent of the total--18% of the owners and 16% of
the renters stated that all of the residents should cooper-
ate in working to effect the changes. The response to this
last was unexpectedly high ona the part of renters, as sent-
iment in this group was definitely in the vein that nothing
could be expected from property owners. This is easily
understandable, as the reaction of landlords during the past
decade of rent controls and increasing cost has provided
ample justification of this attitude.
Renters as a whole, did not generally distinguish
between areas which were traditionally owners' responsibil-
ities and those which fell to the city in answering this
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question; but owners generally were more conscious of this
difference and their replies favoring municipal action must
be evaluated in this light.' The housing item responses in
question 22 do not bring this out clearly, but it was in
this area that the owners tended to indicate the greatest
resistance to municipal action.
Supplementary Inf ormation
The following Tables, 30, 31, and 32, are inserted as
examples of the kinds of supplementary information which
can be gathered with relative ease in a survey of this type;
one of them has been referred to in interpreting findings
in other sections of this work.
Information was also gathered concerning age, educa-
tion, occupation, citizenship, religion, and race, but time
would not permit such detailed cross-classification of the
data.
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NOTES
1. See, for example, Richard Dewey, "The Neighborhood,
Urban Ecology, and City Planners." American
Sociological Review. Vol. 15, No. 4., Aug.
1950; p. 505. A brief, but critical evaluation
an3and summary of recent thinking in this area
from the point of view of the sociologist.
2. Melville C. Branch, Jr., Urban Planning and Public
Opinion. Princeton: Bureau of Urban Research,
Princeton University Press, 1942; p. 16.
This study, which was uncovered when the field
research for the present work had been completed,
is similar in intent and organization. However,
the scope, as well as the date of the larger
work preclude any direct comparisons.
3. See T. Caplow, "Home Ownership and Location Prefer-
ences in A-Minneapolis Sample." American
Sociological Review.' Vol. l3,-pp-*725-730-
Coleman Woodbury, Apartment House Increases and
Attitudes Towards Home Ownership. Chicago:
Insti tute. for Economic Research, 1931.
Ruth Glass, ed., The Social Background of A
Plant A Study of.Middlesborough. London:
Routledge-and Kegan Paul, Ltd., 1948.
4. See Caplow, op. cit., Woodbury, op. cit., and Branch,
op. ciE ~
5. Floyd Dotson, "Patterns of Voluntary Association
Among Urban Working Class Families." American
Sociological Review. Vol. 16, No. 5, October,
1951; pp. 687-693. This is one of the most
recent studies in this area.
6. Richard T. Morris and Melvin Seeman, "The Problem of
Leadership: An Interdisciplinary.Approach."
American Journal.of Sociology. Vol. LVI, No. 2,
September, 1950. An-excellent discussion of the
many facets of the.problem of leadership, and of
some of the research now being conducted in the
field.
7. James E. White, "Theory and Method for Research in
Community Leadership." American Sociological
Review. Vol. 15, No--1, February, 1950; pp.
50-60.
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8. Branch, op. cit., pp. 22-23. As noted previously,
thl!IstuTf is not strictly comparable, although
it does indicate some outmoded "national norms."
The questions posed by Branch dealt with 1) gov-
ernmental control in the event of bombing, and
2) the replacement of the poorest housing by
the city government. The comparison made here
is more in the spirit of intellectual curiosity
than of scientific verification.
9. Ibid.
CONCLUSIONS
The primary purpose of this survey was to determine
the resources within a community that could aid in the
solution of planning problems. It was assumed that within
the opinions of the people themselves could be discovered
important attitudes which would prove invaluable in extend-
ing the process of democratic planning. A test was made of
the effectiveness of the survey as a two-way communication
channel, assisting in the formulation of planning objec-
tives and indicating how more widespread participation in
the planning process might be stimulated. The preceeding
findings as summarized in the Compendium are now evaluated
in accordance with these objectives.
The first section of the study, which dealt with
attitudes toward the area, revealed several items that con-
tain implications for planning. The fact that these people
expressed intense concern over the condition of their area
suggests that a large amount of support is potentially
available for any program to better these conditions. It
miglt also be assumed, because so many of the residents
indicated an intention to remain in the area that this
constitutes an additional element of support.
However, it must be noted that a much smaller number
desired to remain in the area; and this desire generally
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was not based on any particular attachment to the physical
community itself', but on personal ties and habit, plus a
recognition of their present lack of mobility due to income
and other limitations. Add to this the positive values
they would be seeking if they could move to another commu-
nity and a different picture is obtained.
It must be recognized that these older sections of
cities with their cheaper rents and prices are, to most
families, unwanted compromises with their limited means.
In addition to poor physical condition, these areas possess
low status value in the eyes of the community-at-large, and
the people who live in them are generally aware of this.
Note the frequent use of the terms "better" and "nicer" used
in phrases which connote more than just physical appraisal
among the reasons given- for choice of other than present
community.
As a consequence, many people in such older sections
tend to look to these other areas for the complex of social
as well as physical amenities they desire, and regard it as
a city-wide responsibility to correct conditions in the less
desirable sections. The finding that owners expressed a -
greater amount of satisfactibn than did renters and seemed
to have made an adjustment within their limitations, plus
the revelation that the security and satisfaction of owning
even in the face of the admitted deficiencies of the area
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was so much more preferable than renting for this group
indicates that they possibly would be more amenable to
suggestions for improving the community than would be the
renters provided their homes were not directly threatened.
It can be expected, therefore, that the support sug-
gested earlier would probably exist, but not as strongly
as it first appeared, and that this support will vary
according to interest groups. The items shown to be the
most pressing needs of the area in the minds of the people
provide clues as to the 'educational themes to be stressed
in agency public relations programs, and to the municipal
actions which must be initiated or improved in order to
obtain the maximum amount of community interest and support.
The remarks of the respondents clearly indicated that
any program would have to have the joint support of all of
the city. agencies involved in the initial stages in order
to demonstrate that things can and will be done. Municipa-
lities are generally lax in providing amenities in less
desirable areas, in enforcing health and sanitary regula-
tions, and in furnishing municipal services. Consistent,
and perhaps disproportionate efforts for a time to exer-
cise this supervision and provide services would contribute
immeasurably towards the stimulation of community pride and
towards overcoming the feelings that nothing can or will be
done about conditions until the situation demands the area
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be cleared.
It is difficult to draw conclusions from the replies
concerning housing except in the light of the total problem,
which involves the distribution of wealth, the costs of new
construction, the shortage of land, and other factors. The
effect of the housing shortage in driving prices and rents
of new housing beyond the financial abilities of the major-
ity of the residents of the area is a primary reason for
much of the dissatisfaction that now exists.
-In all probability, the "filtering process," limited
as it always has been, is now relatively inoperative as a
source of better housing for this group. No amount of area
planning which does not provide adequate and healthful
housing at prices these people can afford to pay can ful-
fill this need. The problem is beyond the abilities of
planners alone to solve, but an answer must be found through
innovations in our financial structure, and through better
and more efficient use of our technological resources, and
creative skills.
The parts of this study dealing with organizations and
leadership definitely suggest that any efforts to marshall
community participation in the solution of area problems
will have to be accompanied by intensive work by outside
professionals, at least in the early stages. Most of the
residents of this section are not "joiners" or "pubhers"in
the sense of feeling a responsibility for the community and
acting together to resolve common problems. A- skilled
community organizer, employed by one of the social welfare
organizations, and armed with the necessary funds and facil-
ities would aid considerably in developing interest and.
indigenous leadership in community affairs. Arrangements
could be made whereby the city could defray part of the
expense of such a project. However, as previously men-
tioned, such an attempt would be useless unless the educa-
tional program were linked with tangible results produced
through municipal action in recognized spheres of respon-
sibility.
The two catholic parishes which share the area sug-
gest limited possibilities for stimulating action, but
further study is needed to determine the extent of their
interest in the area as a whole. The other denominational
affiliations are so scattered and diverse that much less
can be expected in the way of widespread direct results in
this particular area through the utilization of their faci-
lities, but every effort should be made to enlist their
support.
The attitudes towards public igencies indicated that
awareness of the two programs appeared to be correlated
positively with tenure and income, and in all probability,
had education and occupation been employed, similai- rela-
tionships might have been uncovered. To one acquainted
with the techniques of public relations, this would be most
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helpful in framing the level of any appeals that might be
drafted. Concepts directed at the moderately-educated,
skilled worker and owner might, for example, completely miss
the uneducated, unskilled laborer who had no immediate pros-
pects of ownership.
The absence of a large body of opposition to public
housing, and the relatively extensive set of unformed opin-
ions regarding this agency suggests that much needs to be
done to acquaint the .people of the area with the program.
However, the task will not involve overcoming biases as
much as merely providing the necessary information.
The operations and functions of planning present a
more difficult problem. The- extent of the ignorance of the
Board and its program is indicative of the greater effort
needed to bring the activities of the agency to the people
of this area. Even without the creation of a separate com-
munity organizational arrangement, the Planning Board should
assume greater responsibility for bringing the-activities of
the agency to the people, particularly in these areas where
so much has to be done. The interests and affiliations of
the people uncovered in this survey suggest logical starting
points.
It will be necessary to provide additional funds and
personnel to implement such a program, but the benefits
which will accrue to the city will more than offset any
expenditures made. If truly democratic planning is to
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become an influential part of governmental affairs, it must
be allowed to pursue an active program of public education
and to disseminate information as widely as possible.
The results of this survey attest to the effectiveness
of the technique in establishing a means of communication
between the planner and the public. Because of the wide-
spread interest manifested by the respondents, it is regret-
table that this study was not undertaken with an expressed
intent to provide full information as to the program and
purpose of planning. Many opportunities for this type of
contribution were apparent in the interviewing. process, but
they were not exploited as fully as they might have been.
Several additional statements can be made on the basis
of the experience of conducting this survey. First, con-
trary to popular belief, it is not felt that any dogmatic
requirements can be laid down concerning methods and tech-
niques. It is not possible to definitely prescribe how to
conduct a survey of this kind. The type and number of ques-
tions asked is a function of the information desired at a
particular time and within a particular situation. This
was a preliminary survey, and could very well be used to
gather a wealth of background materials concerning any area
which would prove useful in answering future questions.
For example, information was gathered on education, occupa-
tion, place of birth, number of dwellings in structures,
etc., which was not presented in this work, but are available
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if needed.
A prevailing objection to this approach to data
collecting holds that comprehensive surveys, using either
structured or unstructured interviews tend to consume too
much of the respondent's time, and thus bias the results.
It has been the writer's experience that this is not neces-
sarily true. The permissable length of an interview when
approached with the feelings of the respondent in mind is
a function of many elements.
In the first place, it is the task of the well-trained
interviewer to establish rapport with the respondent and to
create an interest in the questions being asked. If the
time of the interview is well selected, the problem is often
redefined as being one of ending the interview in order to
conserve the time of the investigator.
Also, the investigator should have the ability to study
the reactions of respondents and anticipate unrest or impa-
tience. With proper control of the situation he can shift
the focus or direction of the contact, using even the device
of injecting a short period of casual conversation to cause
the respondent to relax.
Interviewing is a highly-skilled and difficult task,
and it is suggested that any individual contemplating such
a venture consult some of the many works on methods of
social research if prior training has not been obtained.
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Even so, the attributes of sensitivity and intuition which
are so important in human relations often come only with
experience.
-SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
The nature of this study precluded any intensive
investigation of the several topics included, and broad
theoretical considerations were generally neglected in the
development of the questions and methods. However, many
of the findings point to fruitful areas for further inves-
tigation. A few of these will be indicated below.
It would be desirable to initiate a follow-up study
for the purpose of determining the extent actions of fami-
lies conform to the intentions and desires expressed in
this study, and to try to isolate the factors which proved
decisive in directing their behavior. Another necessary
supplement to this work would be to obtain more complete
information regarding the leadership and power structure
in this community, and perhaps in the city as a whole.
Also, a re-check of attitudes towards public agencies
might be made after the institution of a campaign of pub-
lic relations utilizing the revealed organizational and
institutional affiliations, thus providing a measure of
evaluating their effectiveness in influencing attitudes.
A re-check might also be made after the completion of any
rehabilitation or redevelopment programs to determine
changes, if any,~ in the attitudes expressed in this survey.
A potential general application of this technique in
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redevelopment and rehabilitation resides in its use as a
continuing gauge of public opinion. A preliminary, survey
could be conducted, and this supplemented by a series of
follow-up studies at periodic intervals. A measure of
public response to specific measures would be obtained
which could conceivably indicate reorienting or modifying
the program in order to achieve maximum benefits.
Many other problems and hypotheses will probably occur
to readers of this study. It is hoped that one of the
major effects of this work will be to stimulate further
research in the many aspects of planning and human relations
it has embraced.
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General Purpose Tables
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APPElDIX "B"
List of Reasons for Choice of Other Than Present Community
The following are direct quotations taken from the-
answers of respondents to the latter half of Question 19,
which asked the reasons why they chose a certain community
in preference to their present location. These replies
are listed by communities in order of frequency of choice.
A summary and analysis of these reasons will be f'ound
on pp. 21-26 of this study*
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NORTH CAMBRIDGE
"Better housing and surroundings.
"Better housing."
Better homes.
"Quieter - more residential - better housing and
.more yard space.'1
"Nice housing."
"Not congested - houses nice; about the best
neighborhood for bringing up children today."
"Better homes."
"Not congested -cleaner.
"Not so crowded."
"Nice vicinity - I think I will like it."
"Better section.
"Nice sidewalks up there."
"Quieter - streets cleaner."
"Betteir environment for children."
"This community doesn't -offer much for a youngster
growing up."
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CAMBRIDGE
Across Mass. Ave.
"Just as convenient and cleaner."
"Better Housing."
"Like to stay near Central Square.
too old to walk to services."
Magazine St. Section.
"Cleaner -quieter.
"Cleaner."
"Quiet."
Around Harvard Square.
More convenient--
"But don't have choice. Want to live in best neighbor-
,hood for my family. Don' t care who lives there.
Longfellow School Section.
"Around Broadway. Nicer area. Nicer class of
children. School in this area is horrible."
Fresh Pond Area.
"A nice section and I want to stay in Cambridge."
Brattle St.
"Or upper Reservoir section - if I had the money
quieter - more residential."
Don t Know
"but would like to stay in city. Lived here all life."
"It've always lived here but Cambridge has gone down."
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BELMONT
"More residential."
Less crowded."
"Nice single family homes - well kept and clean."
IiSeems he&lthier place to live - higher and air cleaner."
"Higher - Cleaner."
"Clean and beautiful with grass, trees and flowers."
"Cleaner - better location."
"Cleaner air - lower. taxes."
WATERTOWN
Or Belmont
"Country - open."
Or Waltham
suburban- more country."
"Near Cambridge and I've always lived here."
More open - less congestion."
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ARLINGTON.
"Quiet - country - better for kids - too much traffic
An city."
"Houses not too close together and its a nice neighbor-
-hood - clean and taverns are not allowed."
Quiet- no bar rooms - once lived there."
LEXINGTON
"More residential."
"Much nicer districts."
"Lived there all my life until my family sold the
house."
QUINCY
"Friends there."
WALTHAM
"ICount ry ."
89
CONCORD
"No industry - nice homes."
SUBURBS AND OTHERS
"Want to get out in the country."
"For childrents sake."
"Space around house - decent yards for children and
cleaner environment."
"Lots of nice sections but must live within means."
APPENDIX "C"
List of Reasons for Tenure Preferences
This section contains answers to the latter portion
of Question 31, which asked why the respondent desired to
own or rent, whichever he had indicated in the first part
of the question. A summary of these answers is presented
and analyzed on pp. 39-14.
The reasons are broken down according to tenure
groups, and then arranged in an income hierarchy, with
the age of the respondent indicated.
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Reasons Owners Prefer to Rent
Income under $1000 Age: 50 Plus
"Can move when you want."
Income $4000-5000 Age: 20-29
"Removes Maintenance and overhead expenses.
Income $4.000-5000 Age: 30-39
no ning too much bother - what we should have is an
-arrangement similar to the West Indians lease which
leads to ownership. . The payments are low and
although it means you. pay longer, you have a greater
securityott
Income-: $5000-plus Age: 21-29
"Nothing to worry about - save lot headaches. Owner-
-ship has taxes and maintenance worries at your own
expense. With leases agents has this responsibility."
Income: $5000-plus Age: 50 plus
if you could get out without too much trouble--like
to feel free to come and go when I please.t
Income not given: Age 40-49
"Like it better."
Income not given: Age 50 plus
"If rent was low enough. When you own you have to
-keep up property."
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Reasons Owners Prefer to Own
Income $1000-2000 Age: 50 plus
"M re se cure.
Income $2000-3000 Age 21-29
"Wouldn't have to move if I didn't want to."
"More security can't throw you out."
Income $2000-3000 Age 40-49
"Rent wouid eventually pay for house."
"Your home is your own and you can do as you like.
I like to do my own repairs and remodeling according
to my own ideas and taste. The only limitation of
my efforts are cash and time."
Income $2000-3000 Age 50 plus
"Be your own boss - not under jurisdiction of cthers."
Income $3000-4000 Age 21-29
"In course of 40 years you could buy perhaps two or
three homes with money spent for rent."
Income $3000-4000 Age 30-39
Stisfaction of paying toward something of my own."
i've always owned and I like it - you can do as you
want*"
"When you own it's yours and you can pass it on to
.your children.
Income $3000-4000 Age 40-49
"If one owns you really have security and can't get
put out."
"Don't beileve in paying for someone else's preperty.
_If it pay it must be mine.
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Reasons Owners Prefer to Own, cont.
Income $3000-4000' Age 50 plus
SCan do what you want."
Income $1.000-5000 Age 30-39
"Got something to show for the money."
Income $14o00-5000 Age 50 plus
IAlways own - can fix it uD when you want."
"Would not be dogged around."
Income $5000-plus. Age 50 plus
If you have to pay a big rent you might as well buy."
Income not given Age 21-29
"Sure of staying there - security."
"When you lease you have to pay too much so you might
As well pay it and own it."
Income not given Age 50 plus
"Security of ownership and would have something in
.the end."
Reasons Renters Prefer to Rent
Income under $1000 Age over 50
"Too many headaches - people (tenants) won't do right."
Income $1000-2000 Age 30-39
"Less trouble and bother."
Income $1000-2000 Age. 40-49
"No worries."
Income $1000-2000 Age 50 plus
Too old to buy."
Too old to own."
Couldn't afford to buy.
"Too much trouble to buy (age factor operating)
"No money to own.
"No money in a single house - you have to own a large
tenement to get anywhere."
"Too old - I wouldn't live to see the benefits. Lost
money once playing.-around with a Home Owners Loan."
Income $2000-3000 Age 30-39
"Not able to own."
Wouldn't have to be bothered about maintenance."
Income $2000-3000 Age 50 plus
"Too much responsibility owning."
"Couldn't afford upkeep."
"With ownership there? s always something to be done
-and you never get ahead."
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Reasons Renters Prefer to Rent cont.
Income $3000-4000 Age 21-29
"Owned once - I wouldn't have responsibilities of
-repairs now. I want to know how much I have to
spend on housing.tt
"It's cheaper."
Income $3000-4.000 Age 30-39
1Wouldn't be bothered with overhead and upkeep."
tCheaper to lease right now. Could fix it up your-
self but eliminate large maintenance cost."
"There's no security in my job - I may loose it if
I own."
"Can't buy a decent house - too much to be done to
old. houses today."
Income $3000-4000 Age 50 plus
"Economically unsound today - high cost of materials
and upkeep offsets feeling of security which comes
from owning."
"Real estate has changed - its a burden to own. If
-you rent you save yourself worry and can have more
leisure."
"Too late in life to start buying."
Income $14.000-5000 Age 30-39
"Too much bother owning."
Income $5000 plus Age 30-39
"Would be cheaper if rent reasonable."
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Reasons Renters Prefer to Own
Income under $1000 Age 21-29
"Just the idea its yours - personal satisfaction."
Income under $1000 Age 50 plus
"If I had the money Ild rather own. More comfort
-and privacy and you can have it the way you want
it ."
"Money for rent might as well go toward owning."
Income $1000-2000 Age 21-29
"Hve something in the end."
Income $1000-2000 Age 30-39
"Be independent."
'So that I can do what I want with it."
Income $1000-2000 Age 50 plus
"If' I could afford."
"It's better."
Income $2000-3000 Age 21-29
"Couid do as you want. Restricted in someone elsets
h6me."
"It would be a goal - something to look forward to.
I could f ix it up with no questions asked."
"Rather than put money in owner's pocket the home
would be my own."
"Feel that it's your own - lease is often uncertain."
Income $2000-3000 Age 30-39
"It would be mine - security."
"Lease too binding."
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Reasons Renters Prefer to Own, cont.
Income $2000-3000 Age 4o-49
"It would be mine - there would be no lease to be
-broken."
Income $2000-3000 Age 50 plus
"Money invested in own property."
Income $..000-5000 Age 21-29
"You can pass it on to your children and you can do
so many things to it you couldn't do if you rented."
Income $.000-5000 Age 30-39
"Has something besides rent receipts."
"Will be all mine."
Income $14.000-5000 Age 21-29
"Thrill of having my own home and doing what I want--
_feel that I've accomplished something."
Income $4..000-5000 Age 30-39
"Makes person interested in keeping property up - can't
.be kicked out."
Income $4.000-5000 Age 40-49
"lownershipa personal investment and gives security."
Income $5000 plus Age 21-29
"Youtre your own boss - no interference from neighbors
.,--can do what you want to do."
98
Reasons Renters Prefer to Own, cont.
Income $5000 plus Age 4.0- 4 9
Do what I want with it."
"I want to own a house to provide income following
my retirement."
"You get nothing out of rent but receipts.
Income $5000 plus Age 50 plus
"When you finish you have something."
"If duplex yout'd really have something.
Income not given Age 21-29
"Like to fix up and cantt do this if you lease."
.When you live in somebody elsels house you can't
-,do what you want to'"
Income not given Age 30-39
"Can't get out of lease sometimes."
Income not given Age 50 plus
"Own boss."
APPENDIX "D"
List of Organizational Affiliations
This appendix is a complete listing of organizational
affiliations gathered in this survey. The number of per-
sons belonging to the various organizations and associa-
tions is indicated, and the whole is arranged in order of.
frequency of choice.
Summary and analysis of this list appears on pp. 42-
99
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ORGANIZATIONS u
Number
St. Paul Roman Catholic 20
Mt. Auburn St.
Blessed Sacrament Roman Catholic 16
Pearl St.
St. Peters Episcopal 8
Mass. Ave. & Vernon Sts.
St. Bartholomew Episcopal Church 8
Howard & Essex Sts.
St. Paul A.M.E. 7
Mt. Auburn St.
Cambridge Community Center 5
Calender & Howard Sts.
Union Baptist Church 5
880 Main St.
St. Augustine High Episcopal Church '4.
Austin St.
Masonic Lodge 3
Rush Zion A.M.E. 2
82 School St.
First Baptist Church 2
Central Square
West Indian Aid (Insurance) 2
Central Square Baptist Church 2
Sons of Italy
C. C. A. Political Organization 1
Philatelic Club
St. Paul A.M.E.
Number
St. Cyprian - Episcopal
Presbytarian
Union Square
1
Exchange Club, Organ. of businessmen 1
A.M.E. Zion Methodist
Clan McIntosh Scottish organization 1
Prospect Congregational church 1
United Mine Workers
Gas Co. Union
Pentacostal church
417 Howard
Bible Society, Unitarian church 1
Arlington St.
Charles St. A.M.E.
Lutheran Augustine church
Prospect & Broadway
Y.M.C.A. 1
Y.W.C.A.1
Cambridge Womenrs Club
Odd Fellows I.0.F.M.U.
Field & Forest Club
No. 3 Joy St., Boston
First Holiness Church
Columbus St.
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Number
Antioch Pentacostal 1
Western & Soden
Christian Mission
Christ Church
Harvard Square
Mass. Ave. Baptist Church
Hampshire & Norfolk
Carpenters Union, A.F.L.
D.A.V.1
St. James Armenian 1
Watertown
Knights of Columbus 1
Mechanics Order
Temple Askenza (Jewish)
Jewish War Veterans & Aux. 1
Sisterhood - Columbia
St. Synagogue
Pentecostal church
77 Columbia St.
St. Richards1
Bonaventure St., Boston
Woments Aux. Synagogue
Tremont St.
Greek Orthordox
Magazine St.
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Number
Emmanuel Baptist church
Putnam & Magazine Sts.
ohurch of the Nazarene
Franklin St.
Grace Metiodist church
Magazine St.
Royal Black Kniglts Orangemen
Pilgrim Congregational
APPENDIX "E"
This is a listing of the persons named as "neighbor'
hood- leaders" by the respondents .in the course of this
survey, with addresses given where known. The names are
arranged in order of frequency of choice.
Summary and analysis of these will be found on
pp. 44-4..
1041.
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LEADERSHIP
No. of
Choices
Edward Sullivan, Councilman (or Sullivan Bros.) 10
Surrey St.
Cambridge Community Center 7
Calander & Howard Streets
Mr. Joy 2
29 Putnam St.
Mrs. Thorne 2
21A Hewes St.
Mrs. Maxwell
4.00 Block pn Green St.
Mr. Grant, Notary Piiblic
14.70 Green St.
Mr. Bland, "undertaker
Western Ave.
Rev. Hughes, Pastor, St. Bartholomew Church 1
Essex. St.
Mr. Brown
89 Kinard St.
Family at 93 Kinard St.
Mrs. Sullivan
814. Howard St.
Rev. Niles (Vicinity - 239 Western Ave.)
Address unknown
Rev. Miller, pastor
Address unknown
Mrs. Rice
60 Magee St.
Mr. Goudy
51 Green St..
lo6
No. of
Choices
Rev. Todd
)4.90 Green St.
Mr. Wilkins, Grocer
Western Ave. & Howard
Mr. Smith, Drug Store
Western & Howard
Mrs. Hines
Callender St.
William Paris
.16 Howa'd St.
E. Johnson
27 Magee St.
C. Dottono Minister
47 Howard St.
Mrs. McNeliis 1
383 Franklin St.
Mrs. Sorrentiiio 1
315 Franklin St.
Mabel Sorrentino 1
351 Franklin St.
Rita Lentini 1
15 Pleasant St.-
David Dawson, Director C.C.A. 1
6514. Green St.
APPENDIX "F"
Copy of the schedule used in this survey
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Interviewer.t
Address Apt, No
No. of D.U. in structure (circle) 1 '2 3 4 5 6 78 plus
(1) Head of family: Yes No (2) Sex: M F
(3) Relationship to head: W H_ M B S Sn D Other
(4) Age: (circle); 21-29 30-39 40-49 50 plus
(5) Birthplace: UsS.A.
(6) Citizen: Yes
Other (specify) 
__
No
(7) Occupation:
(8) Education (circle highest grade completed).
12345678
Elementary
1234
High
School
1234
Normal,
Trade,
Business
(9) No. of persons living in house:
(11) No. of children age 16 to 21:
(13) Owner:
123456
College
(10) No. of rooms:_ _
(12) 15 and under:
Renter:
(14) (If renter) Monthly rental (circle):
under 15 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 4o-44 45-49 50-54
55-59 60 plus
(15) (If renter) Apartment rented furnished:
(16) Do you own an automobile? Yes N
(17) Total family income (circle): under
unfurnished:
0
1000 1000-2000 2000-3000
3000-4000 4ooo-5000 0
ibate Schedule No.
50 0 Plus
Environmental Appraisal
(18) Do you intend to continue living in this section of Cambridge?
Yes No
(19) If you had your choice of living anywhere in or around Cambridge,
where would you like to live?
(20) Why?
(21) Do you feel that this section of Cambridge needs fixing up?
Yes No
(22) (If yes) What do you think should. be done?
Unsolicited Solicited
New Housing
Old housing repaired and painted
Streets repaired
Sidewalks repaired
Street lighting improved
School--new one needed
" -- existing one repaired
Recreation space (parks, playgrounds, etc)
ttter public services--garbage collection__
street cleaning
Removal of industry and business
Other
Housing (Owners)
(23) Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your present home?
Satisfied Dissatisfied No opinion
(24) (If dissatisfied) Why? (check reasons)
Unsolicited Solicited
Poor condition
Too smnal
Too large
Too far from work
No yard space
No light and air
No parking space
No garage space
Other (list)
(25) Do you want 'new housing, or would this house be satisfactory if the
things wrong with it were fixed?
New Old, if repaired
(26) (If new housing desired) Would you want your new home located in this
area if that could be done?
Yes No Don't know
Housing (Owners)
(27) (If repairs desired) Could you give any reasons why the ncedod
repairs haventt been made?
tack of money
Intend to- move
Other (List)
(28) If you found. that you were eligible for public housing, would you
prefer to live in the large groups of buildings we now have, or
would you like to have the buildings separated and placed among other
types of housing?
Clustered Scattered Indifferent Don't know
(29) What type of housing do you prefer -- a single-family unit, a row
house, or an apartment?
S. F. R. H. Apt. Other Don't know
(30) If your present house would be fixed up, how much are you able and
willing to spend? (circle closest figure):
Nothing under 500 1000 2000 3000 over 3000
(31) If you could occupy a home you liked as a renter on a long-term lease
at a reasonable rent, would you prefer that to owning?
Yes No Don't know
(32) Why?
Housing (Tenants)
(23) Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your present home?
Satisfied Dissatisfied No opinion
(24) (If dissatisfied) Why? (check reasons)
Unsolicited Solicited
Poor condition
High rental
Inadequate service
Too small_
Too large
Too far from work
No yard space
No light and air
No parking space
No garage space
(25) Do you want new housing, or would this house be satisfactory if the
things wrong with it were fixed?
New Old, if repaired
(26)' (If new housing desired): Would you want your new home located in
this area if that could be done?
Yes No Don't know
Housing (Tenants)
(27) (If repairs desired): Could you give any reasons why the needed
repairs haven't been made?
Lack of money
Landlord refused
Intend to move
Other (list)
(28) If you found you were eligible for public housing, would you prefer to
live in the large groups of buildings we now have, or would you like
to have the buildings separated and placed among other types of
housing?
Indifferent Don't know
(29) What type of housing do you prefer -- a single-family unit, a row
house, or an apartment?
S, F. 2 Fam. R. H. Apt. other Don't know
(30) If your present house would be fixed up, how much more rent would you
be able and willing to pay?
None $5 $10 $15 Over $15
(31) If you could occupy a home you liked as a renter on a long-term lease
at a reasonable rent, would you prefer that to owning?
Yes No Don't know
Clustered Scattered
Leadership and Organizations
(33) We are interested in finding out who are the most active people in
this area--the ones most helpful in solving community problems, and
who take the lead in getting things done. Who are they?
Name Address
What churches, clubs, or other organizations do you or other adults in
your family belong to or attend?
Name of organizatione Type Address Do most of the
members live in
this community?
Yes No
(35) Do you feel that the public housing program is
Cambridge?
No Don t know
doing a good job here in
Disapprove of P.1H.
(36) Do you think the Planning Board is doing a good job?
No Don't know Unaware of P.B.
(37) Earlier, you stated that certain things should be done to improve
this community. Who do you feel should start a movement to get these
things done?
All of the residents Other
Yes
Yes
The City The property owners
